Although technological determinism is an inadequate description of change, it remains common, if implicit, in much information science literature. Recent developments in science and technology studies offer a social constructivist alternative, in which technology is seen, not as autonomous, but as the result of interests. However, the stability of these interests can be argued to privilege social factors in the same way as technological determinism privileges technological factors. A second alternative is to shift to a relativist stance and analyse discourse as interaction, rather than as a neutral carrier of information, or communication. The focus of the discourse analyses of interview interactions presented in this paper is on two aspects of discursive structure, the indexical category of 'research', and interest management, which refers to the ways that participants manage their own and others' stakes in particular accounts. The paper concludes by noting how formal scholarly communication acts as a 'category entitlement' in interviews, and how technological determinism works as a dilemma for this entitlement that participants (including researchers) negotiate at the very local level of their interactions and accounts. Jacobs 2
Jacobs 11 such questions would be to reject the implicit technological determinism and to reconfigure technology as being the result of category interests, rather than being their cause. However, this response would require much discursive work if it were to result in an account that was taken as an answer to the interview question.
Fieldwork
A series of semi-structured interviews was undertaken with academic researchers, librarians, and representatives of document suppliers, database aggregators and publishers, as a part of the UK FIDDO Project investigating document delivery options (Jacobs et al, 2000) . These interviews offered extensive opportunities for discourse relating to scholarly communication, technology and interests. They were transcribed verbatim, although not according to the full transcription conventions of conversation analysis (Psathas and Anderson, 1990). They are used here as case studies in which participants were engaged in interactive talk wherein their occasioned category membership was likely to be relevant to questions of technology and scholarly communication.
It may be argued that interview data is not appropriate for analysis using discourse analytic methods. Generally, discourse analysis emphasises the use of 'naturally occurring' interactive talk. However, as Edwards (1997, p.89) points out, "while this seems to rule out studies that use experimental procedures or interviews, it does not strictly do so. Any interactional phenomena can be naturalised by treating it as natural.
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So if what you have are interview data, then that is how to treat them, as a species of talkin-interaction, as 'interview', rather than as treating the questioner as researcher, the question schedule as 'method', and only the responses as 'data'". This is the approach taken here. Given this approach, each respondent begins the interview as a member of at least two categories, 'interviewee' and, for example, 'academic researcher'. That is, there are certain rules according to which an interviewee generally offers answers to questions, supporting them with accounts and so on. There are also certain ways in which the interviewee's extra-discursive identity, for example as a researcher, acts as a necessary category entitlement for the accounts offered. This duality offers analytic purchase to the interviewer, which was exploited.
Presented below are three excerpts from the interviews, one with an academic researcher, one with an academic librarian, and one with a manager at a major document supply organisation. The author was the interviewer in each case. Each excerpt is analysed with reference to its sequential order, with a focus on interest management issues resulting from category memberships and explanations invoking technology, as discussed above.
The matter of what constitutes the relevant context for the following excerpts is not straightforward. Practitioners of conversation analysis claim that the only relevant context for any utterance is that to which the utterer demonstrably orients in that utterance (Schegloff, 1997). However, it may be reasonable to offer further information, including the interview schedules, and these can be found in the Appendix, as well as in a published description of the FIDDO work (Jacobs et al, 2000). As with the previous excerpt, there is much more going on here than can be described in the space available, so that the analysis is limited to that essential for a focus on technology and scholarly communication.
There are analogous interest management issues in the interviews with librarians as were demonstrated above with respect to researchers. That is, the interview question is phrased in terms of technological determinism (social and economic outcomes depend on technological arrangements) and the respondent, as an interviewee, is expected to offer an account of any answer given, but one that does not threaten her membership of a category of 'librarian'. As we shall see, membership of this category involves significant entitlements to enrol the interests of certain groups, and not others, in support of accounts.
